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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: 



I question James Barlow about the wording of Claim 44, stating that it was unclear as to how functioning as a 
motor caused functioning as a generator. 

James Barlow stressed his opinion, that I was miss-reading the claim, stating that the claim set forth different 
operational modes the unit could run in; namely as a motor, as a generator or in an unloaded mode. James Barlow 
suggested the claim language, while not perfect was satisfactory and did not warrant any changes. 

I agreed with James Barlow. 



